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REPLY BRIEF 

This Reply Brief responds to the Examiner's Answer mailed on June 2, 2011. 
Claims 1-44 are pending in the present application, with claims 1-44 being the claims 
that are being appealed. This Reply Brief is timely filed within the period for reply, which 
extends to August 2, 201 1 . 
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REMARKS 

The Appellant will now address certain issues raised in the "Response to 
Arguments" section of the Answer. 



A. Independent Claim 1 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with respect to claims 1, the examiner 
states as follows: 

The examiner initially notes that Ellis has been previously 
cited as teaching "establishing a private television channel to 
be showed by a first television at a first home and a second 
television at a second home" (see Office Action middle of 
Page 4) and that, contrary to the Appellant's assertions, 
Movnihan is not relied upon to teach the "establishing ..." 
step of Claim 1. In particular, Ellis discloses that User 
Equipment 34 of Fig. 1, also shown as Contributor 102 (i.e. 
first home) and Viewer 104 (i.e. second home) of Fig. 7, is 
used to establish personal media channels and distribute the 
channel to selected users by way of password protection (as 
described in Col. 11 Line 46 - Col. 12 Line 16 and shown in 
Figs. 8, 9, 10, and 14; with further reference to Col. 3 Lines 
19-33, Col. 15 Lines 23-34. 

However, the Examiner has previously (sic) that "the 
combination of Ellis and Zustak does not clearly demonstrate 
wherein said establishing said private television channel 
comprises receiving via a user interface at said first home a 
selection of one or more devices that are permitted to 
receive personal media via the private television channel, 
wherein said selected one or more device include a device 
associated with said second television and/or said second 
home" (see Office Action bottom of Page 6). To supplement 
the teachings of Ellis and Zustak, the Examiner has 
previously presented that Moynihan "demonstrate a user 
interface at said first home for selection of one or more 
devices permitted to receive personal media (Fig. 12 
allowing the channel owner to control access to content 
based on a number of factors including IP address, as 
described in Paragraph [0085]; with further reference to Step 
E of Fig. 4 and the "black out" feature, as described in 
Paragraphs [0075-0076])" (see Office Action bottom of Page 
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6 to top of Page 7). In particular, it is the Examiner's position 
that an IP address identifies a device , such that Moynihan's 
teaching of limiting how multimedia content may be 
accessed based on IP address, by way of the interface of 
Fig. 2, sufficiently demonstrates the claimed "user interface 
... for selecting of one or more devices permitted to receive 
personal media". 

(See Answer, pp. 34, 35.)(Emphasis added by the examiner.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments. 

In the above-cited portion, the examiner merely restates the arguments 
previously proffered to support the rejection claim 1 . (See Final Office Action, pp. 4-7.) 
That is, the examiner continues to allege that Ellis sufficiently teaches the "establishing 
..." step recited in claim 1 and that Moynihan demonstrates a user interface at a first 
home for the selection of one or more devices that receive personal media. The 
Appellant respectfully submits that the examiner has not addressed the arguments 
presented by the Appellant regarding claim 1 in the Appeal Brief. For example, the 
Appellant maintains that Ellis alone does not teach the "establishing ..." step as the 
examiner contends since such step explicitly requires that the establishing "comprises 
receiving via a user interface at said first home a selection of one or more devices 
that are permitted to receive personal media via the private television channel." 
Nowhere in Ellis is the establishment of a channel, let alone a private channel, carried 
out in the manner required by claim 1 . 

The introduction of Moynihan by the examiner to allegedly teach a user interface 
at a first home for the selection of one or more devices that receive personal media was 
therefore thought to be an effort to address this deficiency in Ellis. The examiner, 
however, maintains that Moynihan is not being relied on to teach the establishing step. 
Since Ellis does not sufficiently disclose an "establishing ..." step that "comprises 
receiving via a user interface at said first home a selection of one or more devices 
that are permitted to receive personal media via the private television channel," 
and the examiner's position continues to be that Moynihan is not being used to teach 
the "establishing ..." step, the Appellant maintains that the examiner has failed to show 
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each and every limitation associated with the "establishing ..." step since no 
explanation or reasoning has been provided to use the alleged teachings of Moynihan 
as part of establishing a private television channel as clearly required by claim 1. (See 
Appeal Brief, p. 11.) In other words, the examiner appears to have overlooked or 
disregarded the connection in claim 1 between "establishing a private television 
channel" and that the establishment of such channel comprises "receiving via a user 
interface at said first home a selection of one or more devices that are permitted 
to receive personal media via the private television channel." The details of the 
Appellant's position in this respect are set forth in the Appeal Brief. (See id., pp. 10-14.) 

With respect to the examiner's position that an IP address identifies a device and 
therefore Moynihan teaches the selection of one or more devices through a user 
interface, the Appellant again submits that the selection of a device and the selection of 
a viewer are not the same thing. The details of the Appellant's position in this respect 
are set forth in the Appeal Brief. (See id., p. 11.) Nevertheless, even if it were to be 
found that viewer selection and device selection are substantially the same, which the 
Appellant does not concede, Moynihan still fails to overcome the deficiencies stated 
above with respect to Ellis. 

Still with respect to claim 1 , the examiner states as follows: 

The Examiner additionally notes that each of Ellis, Zustak, 
and Moynihan teach similar techniques of communicating 
personal media between a first user device and a second 
user device (Ellis: User Equipment 34 of Fig. 1, also shown 
Contributor 102 (i.e. first home) and Viewer 104 (i.e. second 
home) of Fig. 7, is used to establish personal media 
channels and distribute the channel to selected users by way 
of password protection, as described in Col. 11 Line46-Col. 
12 Line 16 and shown in Figs. 8, 9, 10, and 14; with further 
reference to Col. 3 Lines 19-33, Col. 15 Lines 23-34; Zustak: 
a channel of television programming , created by an 
individual subscriber, is transmitted to a number of 
subscribers by addressing the IP address of the set-top box, 
which may be integrated into a television set (322, 324, 326, 
& 328), at select locations (Paragraphs [0005], [0040], 
[0045], and Fig. 3); Moynihan: transferring multimedia files to 
a central server where they can be readily accessed by 
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others on the network (Abstract). In addition, Moynihan 
discloses selecting viewers (2 nd users) for the receipt of 
personal media created by a channel owner (1 st user) from a 
user interface (Fig. 15 and Paragraphs [0056, 0088, 0089])). 
Also, both Zustak and Moynihan teach similar techniques for 
communicating personal media to end user devices based 
on the IP address of the device (as described above) Zustak 
further provides the user with an interface for allowing a user 
to permit or bock (sic) one or more devices based on factors 
including the IP address of the device (as described above). 
Therefore, it is the Examiner's position that it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teachings of 
Moynihan with those of Ellis and Zustak in order to provide 
the creator of the channel the added option of selectively 
sending out a private television channel. A person of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to make 
the modification to Ellis in order to provide a more efficient 
and secure manner in which to selectively broadcast a 
personal channel to a chose recipient. 

{See Answer, pp. 35, 36.) The Appellant respectfully disagrees with the examiner's 
comments. 

The Appellant maintains that since no explanation or reasoning has been 
provided for relating "establishing a private television channel," which the examiner 
alleges is taught by Ellis, with "comprises receiving via a user interface at said first 
home a selection of one or more devices that are permitted to receive personal 
media via the private television channel," which the examiner alleges is taught by 
Moynihan, then the proposed cited art combination appears to be the result of 
impermissible hindsight. The details of the Appellant's position in this respect are set 
forth in the Appeal Brief. {See Appeal Brief, pp. 10-13.) 

Accordingly, at least for the reasons presented above and those set forth in the 
Appeal Brief, the Board should reverse the rejection of claim 1 . 
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B. Independent Claim 11 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claim 11, the examiner 
simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the reasoning 
provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 36.) The Appellant respectfully 
disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claim 11 is allowable over 
the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons provided above and those 
presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 15.) Accordingly, the Board should 
reverse the rejection of claim 1 1 . 

C. Independent Claim 21 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claim 21, the examiner 
simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the reasoning 
provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, pp. 36, 37.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claim 21 is 
allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons provided 
above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 15.) Accordingly, 
the Board should reverse the rejection of claim 21 . 

D. Independent Claim 32 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claim 32, the examiner 
simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the reasoning 
provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 37.) The Appellant respectfully 
disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claim 32 is allowable over 
the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons provided above and those 
presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, pp. 15, 16.) Accordingly, the Board 
should reverse the rejection of claim 32. 
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E. Independent Claim 37 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claim 37, the examiner 
simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the reasoning 
provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 37.) The Appellant respectfully 
disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claim 37 is allowable over 
the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons provided above and those 
presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, pp. 16, 17.) Accordingly, the Board 
should reverse the rejection of claim 37. 

F. Independent Claim 39 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claim 39, the examiner 
simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the reasoning 
provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 37.) The Appellant respectfully 
disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claim 39 is allowable over 
the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons provided above and those 
presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 17.) Accordingly, the Board should 
reverse the rejection of claim 39. 

G. Dependent Claims 2, 12, 22, 33, And 35 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 2, 12, 22, 33, and 
35, the examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on 
the reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1 . (See Answer, p. 38.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 2, 12, 
22, 33, and 35 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the 
reasons provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 
18.) Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 2, 12, 22, 33, and 35. 
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H. Dependent Claims 3, 13, 23, And 36 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 3, 13, 23, and 36, 
the examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 38.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 3, 13, 
23, and 36 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the 
reasons provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. {See Appeal Brief, p. 
18.) Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 3, 13, 23, and 36. 

I. Dependent Claims 4, 14, And 24 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 4, 14, and 24, the 
examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 38.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 4, 14, 
and 24 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons 
provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 19.) 
Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 4, 14, and 24. 

J. Dependent Claims 5, 15, And 25 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 5, 15, and 25, the 
examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 38.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 5, 15, 
and 25 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons 
provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 20.) 
Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 5, 15, and 25. 
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K. Dependent Claims 6, 16, And 26 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 6, 16, and 26, the 
examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1 . (See Answer, p. 39.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 6, 16, 
and 26 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons 
provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. {See Appeal Brief, pp. 20, 21 .) 
Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 6, 16, and 26. 

L. Dependent Claims 7, 17, And 27 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 7, 17, and 27, the 
examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1 . (See Answer, p. 39.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 7, 17, 
and 27 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons 
provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 21.) 
Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 7, 17, and 27. 

M. Dependent Claims 8, 18, 28, And 34 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 8, 18, 28, and 34 
the examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1 . (See Answer, p. 39.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 8, 18, 
28, and 34 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the 
reasons provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, 
pp. 21, 22.) Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 8, 18, 28, and 
34. 
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N. Dependent Claims 9, 19, And 29 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 9, 19, and 29, the 
examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, pp. 39, 40.) The 
Appellant respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that 
claims 9, 19, and 29 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for 
the reasons provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. [See Appeal 
Brief, p. 22.) Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 9, 19, and 
29. 

O. Dependent Claims 10, 20, And 30 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 10, 20, and 30, the 
examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1 . {See Answer, p. 40.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 10, 20, 
and 30 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons 
provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. {See Appeal Brief, pp. 22, 23.) 
Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 10, 20, and 30. 

P. Dependent Claims 41, 42, 43, And 44 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claims 41, 42, 43, and 44 
the examiner simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the 
reasoning provided for the rejection of claim 1 . {See Answer, p. 40.) The Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claims 41, 42, 
43, and 44 are allowable over the proposed cited art combination at least for the 
reasons provided above and those presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 
23.) Accordingly, the Board should reverse the rejection of claims 41 , 42, 43, and 44. 
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Q. Dependent Claim 31 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claim 31 the examiner 
simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the reasoning 
provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 40.) The Appellant respectfully 
disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claim 31 is allowable over 
the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons provided above and those 
presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, pp. 23, 24.) Accordingly, the Board 
should reverse the rejection of claim 31 . 

R. Dependent Claim 38 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claim 38 the examiner 
simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the reasoning 
provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 41.) The Appellant respectfully 
disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claim 38 is allowable over 
the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons provided above and those 
presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 24.) Accordingly, the Board should 
reverse the rejection of claim 38. 

S. Dependent Claim 40 

In addressing the Appellant's arguments with regard to claim 40 the examiner 
simply contends that the rejection is believed to be proper based on the reasoning 
provided for the rejection of claim 1. (See Answer, p. 41.) The Appellant respectfully 
disagrees with the examiner's comments and maintains that claim 40 is allowable over 
the proposed cited art combination at least for the reasons provided above and those 
presented in the Appeal Brief. (See Appeal Brief, p. 24.) Accordingly, the Board should 
reverse the rejection of claim 40. 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the foregoing reasons, the Appellant submits that claims 1-44 are in 
condition for allowance. Reversal of the examiner's rejections and issuance of a patent 
on the application are therefore requested. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees or credit any 
overpayment in connection with this filing to the deposit account of McAndrews, Held & 
Malloy, Ltd., Account No. 13-0017. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: August 2, 201 1 /Francisco Castro/ 

Francisco Castro 
Reg. No. 64,243 



McAndrews, Held & Malloy, Ltd. 
500 West Madison Street, 34th Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60661 
Telephone: (773) 573-7039 
Facsimile: (312)775-8100 
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